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Continuation of 5. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Claims 7, 54 and 107 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, first paragraph for the reason in record paper #1 1 . Claim 58 is objected under specification for the reason in record paper 
#11. 

It is argued, in page 2 of the remarks, that the specification discloses dummy fillings can be fabricated as contacts between a metal layer 
under test and the substrate and a defect is detected when a contact is open since it appears dark as compared with a coupled contact 
which appears light (i.e. emits secondary electrons). This argument is not convincing because the specification only discloses the dummy 
fillings can be fabricated to prevent defects caused by CMP polishing on page 44. 

It is argued, in page 2 of the remarks, that the voltage contrast testing of such of structure is described in detail at page 32, 2 nd paragraph 
through page 33, 2 nd paragraph with respect to fig. 7a. This argument is not convincing because fig. 7a belongs to the other embodiment. 

It is argued, in page 3 of the remarks, that the specification teaches determining whether one or more empty spaces that are positioned 
outside the first areas require dummy fillings to facilitate an even polishing of a surface of the semiconductor die during CMP polishing on 
page 44, 3 rd paragraph. This argument is not convincing because the specification only discloses "after the test chip is initially designed, it 
may be determined whether empty space requires dummy fillings to prevent defects caused by CMP polishing" on page 44. The 
specification also never discloses the empty spaces that are positioned outside the first areas require dummy fillings to facilitate an even 
polishing of a surface of the semiconductor die during CMP polishing. 

It is argued, in page 3 of the remarks, that the specification discloses the dummy filling coupled to the test structure. This argument is not 
convincing because the specification never discloses the dummy filling coupled to the test structure. 

It is argued, in page 4 of the remarks, that the testing of such a structure is fully discribed at page 32, 2 nd paragraph through page 33, 2 nd 
paragraph with respect to fig. 7a. This argument is not convincing because fig. 7a belongs to the other embodiment. The specification 
never discloses a first test structure and a second test structure, wherein the first test structure is coupled with the substrate of the 
semiconductor die and the second test structure is not and wherein at least one of the dummy fillings is coupled to the first test structure 
and at least one of the dummy filling is coupled to the second test structure; performing voltage contrast inspection on the first and second 
test structures to detect a defect within the first and second test structure, wherein a defect is detected when the first test structure differs 
from a voltage potential of the second test structure. 

It is argued, in page 4 of the remarks, that the specification discloses all the claimed limitation in claim 54. This argument is not 
convincing because the specification never discloses one or more empty spaces that are positioned outside the first areas require dummy 
fillings to facilitate an even polishing of a surface of the semiconductor die during CMP polishing. The specificaiton only discloses the 
empty space requires dummy fillings to prevent defects caused by CMP polishing. 
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